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ABSTRACT 

A wire-collecting device of a computer accessory has a casing having a fii^ opening 
and a collecting portion inside the casing for containing a signal-tiansinission device 
extending from the computer accessory. A fisistening device is positioned on a first interior 
surfiace of the casing, the fastening device being positioned near the first opening to clasp the 
signal-transmission device. An elastic element has a first tenninal and a second terminal, the 
first terminal being installed into a second interior surface of the casings and the second 
tenninal being connected to the signal-transmission device to force the signal-transmission 
device to draw back into the collecting portion. 
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drive the roUing up of the mouse coid 22; whereas, the claimed elastic element is to force 
the signal-ttansmission device to draw back into the coUecting portion." Therefore, it is 
obvious that the elastic element (e.g.. 302) of claim 10 is different fiom coU spring 50 of the 
Snyder patent in both structural connection and purpose, and not simUar, as lequiied for 
rejection. 

Then, too, the second interior sutfece 3014 in our specification is a fixed base to bring 
the support force to the elastic element 302. But the detents 46 in the Snyder patent (shown in 
the Fig.5) are only to produce arresting work for tooth structure of the wheel 38. It is obvious 
that the second interior surface 3014 of our specification and the cited detents are also 
different. 

It is axiomatic in U.S. patent law that, in order for a reference to anticipate a claimed 
structure, it must clearly disclose each and every feature of the claimed smicture. In view of 
the above-mentioned fects, AppUoani submits that the Snyder patent docs not disclose or 
suggest each and every feature of independent claim 10 nor, therefore, its dependent claims, 
vdiereby it caimot anticipate these claims under 35 U.S.C. §102. 

Reconsideradon and allowance are. therefiwe, requested. 
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drive the rolling up of the mouse cozd 22; x^ereas, the claimed elastic element is "... to force 
the sigqal-tiansmission device to draw back into the collecting portion." Therefore, it is 
obvious that the elastic element (e.g., 302) of claim 10 is di£ferent from coil spring 50 of the 
Snyder patent in both structural connection and puipose, and not similar^ as required for 
rejection. 

Then, too, the second interior sinface 3014 in am specification is a fixed base to bring 
Uie support force to tibie elastic element 302. But the detents 46 in the Snyder patent (shown in 
the Fig.S) are only to produce anesting woik for tooth structure of the wheel 38. It is obvious 
that the second interior sur&ce 3014 of our specification and the cited detents are also 
different. 

It is axiomatic in U.S. patent law that, in order for a reference to anticipate a claimed 
structure, it must clearly disclose each and eveiy feature of the claimed structure. In view of 
the above-mentioned facts, Applicant submits that the Snyder patent does not disclose or 
suggest each and every feature of independent claim 10 nor, therefore, its dependent claims, 
whereby it cannot atxticipate these claims under 35 U.S.C. §102. 

Reconsideration and allowance are, therefore, requested. 
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